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The present study was based upon the laboratory.nggearch of Ainsworth .

apd her associates (l963, l961+,‘ l967, l969, 197h; Ainsworth & Bell, l969,

. 1919, Ainsvorth Bell & Stayton, l9%l l972, Ainsworth & Wittig, 1969).which -
Y4
, is cohcerned with‘mother-infant interactions and development of attachment. _ “ -
-~ .

The work of Ainsworth and others, with their extensions to .naturalistic.
%P .

obgervation in homes, represented a major methodological advancement over ) .

“earlier work base d almost entirely upon parental retrospective self reports
oo ' éfor review of early work, see .Bovlby, 1969, Caldwell 196h -Gewirtz, 1972)
' Hovever, the research on parent;child interaction and development of attachment -
WY Ih%% focused almost exelusively on.motherrchild interaction.t Historically, the ’

father has been ignored in the research literature in child dévelopmenf. It
. ' ’ .

seems that when'the iather has been dealth with, the variable of concern has .

v

»

s been ﬁgther absence. Iewis and Rosenblum open ithe door for possible pogitive

. . pagfrnal influqncks by referring to the caregiver but they acknowledge the‘k _ T

» -

- dearfh\ofjptudies employing the father in parent-child 1nteraction reSearch.

J

The récent work of Kotelchuch and of Kagin represent notable changes.

' JEherefore! this stndy :?s an initial investigation‘involving the use o? a
__‘ ‘modification of Ainsvorth:s*stranger|situation.° We‘were interested in whether
. or not sex of parent, sex oﬂfchild and sex of stranger had, any differential
‘ effects on the beh vior exhibited by infénzs during the stranger-separation

situation. Thirty-five one-~year-old infants 16 males and 19 females from middle
» ’ . . ) \ ]
;’ class families were-.observed and videotaped twice, at a one week interval.

Sex of parent, order of parent (which was counterbalanced), and situational

-

episode were varied within subjects, while sex of child and sex of stranger

o~
'.\
were subject variables. " . —_— , © . .

. S :
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!Procedures ' )
- ‘ " ‘ - . - L
The parent and child were met by one of the authors and instructions were ww

’

given as to the methoad and purpose of ‘the study. "The parent gnd infant were

Jtaken to the testing room, which was furnished to nksenble a living room. ' ’
-

Six toys were placed on the floor, which was marked off into 9 3 x 3 ft. squaresl

. Y

t The toys were: a firetruck, blocks, doll, teddy bear, ball, and a toy phéne. : -

. ko )
Video taping took place behind \a one-way mirror. The parent placed the infant

in the center square, and then was seated in a. chair Just "off ceriter” Ain front

- N d
*

<of the child and off the gridded area. The parent was‘instructed not to initiate

Y

N . any behavior but to respond naturally to his or her child. -After a 5 minute

.y .

- interval, the stranger entexed and was stated next to ﬁhe parent. This three
3 i .

* < LY . ) - ° ”
minute episode consisted of three segments' -for 1 minute there was no inter-

action between the stranger and'parent for 1 minute the parent and stranger
talked with eack other; and for the final minute \rhe stranger got on the floor
g;;'played with the infant. At the end of this episode, the parent_stoQQ up

and said "bye-bye" and left the rodm. The third -episode lasted a maximum nf N

- ] & -, . -
. 3 minutes, since the ‘parent, observing through the one-way mirrer or the RV
: 53 ) :

monitor, could terminate the epikode if he gr she fejt the, child was too upset

to continue. If the child cried, the stranger atteapted to comfort the chila . ’

) and to interest the child in playing with the toys. The Fourth épisode was (' b
’ considered the first reunion episode. ,The parent re-entered tbe room and wa tedv-',;‘*'Li
) - until the child made some form of greeting, either by looking at® the parent or
. ' locomotion toward the parent. When this occurred the strangé!Eleft the room,
'; ‘ ., and vhen the child was once again playing with the toys, the pa;ent‘also left. "

The £1fth episode consisted of the child alone in the room. This episode lasted '

3 minutes or it was terminated by the parent if it wvags believed that the chila

' . "
L4 i L3 R
*»
. ) \
‘ ¥

v
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was too upset and continuation would cause problemsI When this episode was °
finished the stranger re-entered the room and during the sixth,_pisode,'attempted
"' 4\ -

to interact with the child elther by active play or by comforting thc child.

If 1he stranger was unsuccessful in comforting the child, the parent could once

L

PR again terminate the episoief. At the end of 3 mindtes, the parent re-entered .
'? ] - v

‘tHe room and.waited for the child to react. This final episode. the’ seventh, -

-~

- ¥ L .
Vas the second reunion episode and lasted approximately 2 minutes. . -
< a ) Results- & Discussion ¢ . ]
s . ' ) ' N fy e \
Data were obtained on the manipulatlon of ‘the six toys; visual response to v

{ - T

parent to strahger, and about the room, crying, touching parent or Etranger,

. locomotion; ami vocalizations to parent, to airanger, and to self (vocalization

I _ T
directlon was arbitrarily determined by the direction of infant's gaze as the ’
A ’ ’ Y
. . vocalization occurred) The data were collected by time sampling procedures,

employing a lS second interval. Contingency table data, were obtained which

| .
assessed various child,proximity and contact seeking, contact maintaining, »
- e \ ¢ L I N

proximity avoidance, and contact resisting behaviors in relation to specified
adult actions. A questionnaire was also administered to each parent independently

v, in an attempt to assess prebirth involvement, amount of time spen;\:?th child

o9

in various activities by spouse and self, and bepavioral responses to a crying

. LY}

. : Chi 1d . ‘Ay <t .

-~

étrangers were.trained:via reading, 'modeling, and videotape feedback. There

..

_were 3 male strangers and 5 female strangers. Scorers vere trained to a criterion -

” . of 80% interscorer dgreement begbre any data scored by them were included in
the analysis, and scoring qas checked subsequently on a random basis to make
N . . '] g
" '// certain~reliable ecoring was being maintained. ‘-

bince the length of the episodes varied due to the parents' opportunity to .

stop an episode if they felt ﬁheir child was too distressed, the time sampling
. ~ . x N




data were donverted to percentages--i.e., the number of occurrences divided- by
number of 15 sec. intervals.in the episode. Analyses of variance, includingﬂ
, .

sex of parent, ‘order of parént, sex of stranger, sex of child and episodes

]

were conducted on each of the time ﬂampling ‘variables.

s

Since the mothers in the sample reported spending considerably more time

than the fathers with their children ve expected to-find behaviors indicating

Ly ' .

' greater.attachment to the mothers than to the fathers. However, our time

"episodes. D ¢ ~ y ° '

-
‘mother present, situation than withlthe fathér present (p<.05).

sampling data were‘not consistent in this regard. In general, infants showed

. , ) - ! _/
crying behaviors, connoting.distress {or disorganization behaviors), significantly

,more with their mothers than with their fathers\(p<.dl). The only significant .

sex of child effect vas that male infants exhibited "mild" crying mope than.

female infants (p<.05). ‘Phere was also a tendency (p<.10) for the infants to
S X
exhibit, intense crying with female &trangers in.the reunion and child alone

A second behavior which-bas been used to suggest attachment to a parent

- was touching or clinging behavior. Sex of parent was found to have a significant

Vv ,.u- -

main effect (p<.001) with the infants touching the mother more than the father.

This difference was also found to be significant in relation-to the infantz~

behavior toward the stranger. The infants touched the stranger more in the

4

.

Ve classified touch behavior as an example of protest‘behaviors because

P ’

these responses were primarily either holding on tightly to parent during reunion
» \

episodes and to the stranger during stranger-ohild episodes, or a reponse to

the appearance of ‘the” stranger during the second episode.

{
If one- focuses on direct, pbsitivé approac responses as indices of attachment f

o~

rather than indirect indices (such as protest distress, or disorganization

A N

behaviors), we f£ind that a nufber of positive approach responses vere made
o ¥ b T

significantly more vifh.fathers than with mothers. Infants vocalized more to

oy -

- 0 00006 : -
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their fatherg_in géneral (p<.05) -as well as particularly in thevfirst episode

and in the two reunion gpisodes. The sex of child by fex of parent interaction
7 N
tended toward significance (p< 10)for tﬁelvocalization to stranger response.

< “ . L4

That is, female infants vqealized more to the stranger when with' their fathers

than with their mothers, and sons vocalized more'to strangers when with!their

\ .
‘mothers. The infants alss tended (p<.10) to vocalize more to themsel¥es in the

~

presence of their fathers than in the presence of fheir mothers. In addition,

L 4
r s -~ ¢

the infants s made significantly more visual responses to their fathers (p<‘b01)
than to’ their moyhers((especially'gn the two reunion episodes and in the first

ﬁ
episode),dand more visual responses to the stranger in the father-child situation

’

(p<.05). The same «cross-sex trend (p<.10) that was ngticed in.the vocalization

responses, was also present in the visual responses to the stranger.’
-
. With respect to, exploratory behaviors the infants made s1gnificantly (p< 05) ,

s .

more visual exploratory behavior-(i.e%, looking abouttthe rOom) in the mother-
chiid situation (an exception beihg in the child alone episode)« ,Visual responses

to toys resulted in fwo puzzling and difficult-to-interpret interactions, A 2-way
- " o N

. . - R . N \. - *
interaction betweenh sex of parenf and sex.of stranger (p<. bl) was found in that q .

“the infants looked at the toys mors,Vith a male stranger and the mother than wlth

k3
3

any other combination of parent-stranger. The three-way interaction between séx

of parent-sex of ‘child-sex of stranger vas significant (p<. 01) in "that the male

.

children looked at the toys more yith a male stranger, independent of ‘sex of :
parent while the female infants looked at the t0ys more with opposite sex pairs
than- wlth same £ex paﬁrs--that is, when stranger and parent were: of opposite sex.
Infants significantly manipulated the toys more with their fathers present than

with ‘their mothers (p< Ol) A significant interactIon between~sex of parent and

Al v

sex of child. (p<.05) was found in that the difference in toy playing 4n the presence

of the parents and favoring the father was greater for female infants than for

L +Go60Y
a

h]
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male infants. The separate analyses for the individual toys did not result in

e any major sex differences, except for the Doll in which females played with the

i *
. doll more than males "(p<.0l). However, a few interesting cross;sex trends wele
.l R " R , . ~ : .
- determined which might reldte to sex-typing at an eaxly age. .

Evén though we were not f_itially interested in sex-typigg when we selected

' A

the-toys two of the toys--doll and teddy bear-~could_be congidered tg'be female
oriented and the truck ball and blncks to be male orienbed. The data suggest~

.that theré ds & Cross- sex effect with the toys. -Looking at’ the behaviors across -
- SN

episodes, males played with the blocks more than females (p<.Ol), while females

-

I3 - ~

played with stuffed animal more than males (p<r05).. $here“was little difference

in the amount of playing with either the ab1l or stuffed Ehinal. between males o
. J v 4 .

and females if the mother w présent . ‘However” with the presence of the father, |
. & TR Y
manipulatlon of thesc twq toys greatly increase for females while activity of. ~ )

this sort decreased for, the malés. This sex of parent by sex of child interaction
. » - ’_\ R /
_ was statistically significant only for the teddy bear (p< 0l). With the ball, NAJ -

the pattern "was in the opposite direction--no difference with the father”present -
-

but males played much more with ‘the ball than.girls with the mother present (p<.10).

Ao ‘ . R ¢ :

Dealing'with the blocks, the males played with the blocks more tban did the females

with the mother present and there vas very little difference when the ﬂather

-

wae present., The one discrepancy in this cross-seX.effect was playing//ith the

truck, Males played with the truck more than fémales when' the fathers sere present

] ' zif N Ad . . . '
and no-difference existed when the mother was present. This is & result, we (
. ‘ : ' . . . . .
bélieVe, of the low frequency of the.infants’ playing with, the truck. Further. -

-
research which will investigate sex-typing in this sitvation has been plagmed.
The time-sampling data seem to suggest that there does nét appear to be a )
(- unitary cpnstruct of attaphment but rather, as suggested by Ainsworth and Gewirtz,

diIferent patterns of attachment behaviors which develop individually in relation \
‘ i

Y
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to specifice figures and as consequences of specified interactional'experiences.

Traditional ihdices of attachment (indirect disorganization\behaviors) suggest

r that the infants were more attacheg to their mothers. However, positive.approach
‘l) . .‘-‘/

behaviors suggest the fathers as stro er attachment figures. It may be that L

- therinfants vere no less attached to their motHers, but previous interaction§
between the infants and thetr mothers were such that distress or disorganization
. N .. -, »
behaviors like crying and clinging were maintained by the;mothers. If these .

behaviors generally are incOmpatible with positive appioach responses, the . *
A ° : 4 ! ’ - :
. . s Ly

latter attachment behaviors would be less likely to occur ig the mother-child

situation relativé to the father-child situation. 1The.interactions between

1

the infant and the father appear much more conducive to'positIVe approach )

~ behaviors. Since the father in our sample spends rglatively little time with
" . o -
N . - I

the infent, this 1ima is usuaily spent in play behagior and therefore the Tather- R

5 ehild_situationﬁcould trigger such behavior to occur. Also, the child is more .

]
-
’

accustomed to having the father: leave the room.and therefore, the anxiety

4
?
L)

behaviors may be elicited. - -~

[ ) -
Anelyses of the contiqgga;y table data appear to support the differential
ha ! B . .

»

'parental effects and to add sowme nev aspects. ‘Tt hust be kept in mind that the.

s .

parent and child behaviors inythe contingency table are disgrete categories of

behaviors a}ldwing,statements only abcut what child behaviors occur concurrently

¥

.with which parental behaviors. This mode of analysis does not allow analyses

te [ “
of sequential relationships--a ma jor disadvantage. We therefore have conducted

r .o
y~chi square analyses of this data. (All chi square results presented were

statistically sipnificant at least at the p<.05 level).

First .of all, when collapsing across all contact waintenance behaviors

" .

these infant protest behavior: are exhibited consistently more often with mothers

than with fathers in any episode. ,For example, for those contact maintaining -
} )

A

FRICT. o (o009
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behaviors occunring in Episode‘VI (stranger~child; stranger reunion), the child

engages Ir. stronger contact~maintenance behaviors (reaching, clinging, resisting

being put down vs. menely vocal protest at being put down) when mothers had

been present than with fathers Also in the last parent reunioh episode the .
- t .
infants engaged not only in strgnger contact maintenance behaviors (reaching,

+

clinging, resisting being put down vs. merely vocal protest at beinﬁhput down)

Lo o
when mothers hadsbeen present than with fathers. Also in the last parent’
\ ) eo,

reunjon episode the infants engaged not only 1n stronger contact maintenance

-

behaviorsqfith the mothers but also are more likel! than expecied to engage

in proximity agg‘contact Aeeking behaviors along with contact maintenance§behaViors
with their mothers. The absolute frequencies for the fathers.did show more

] “ A .

. ' frequent contget seeking and maintatning behaviors than avoidance and resistance
N \ :""\ v -

behaviors, bpt the proximity avoidance and contact resistance behaviors occurred -

. more oftne than expected with fathers; Stronger proximity contact seeking
. = N . N . . B ~‘ .

behaviors (clambering to get, ap on parent ) ~were shown in the first reunion with
the mother. The reactions to mother s absence in the’ form of search behaviors -

< i
were also stronger in all three episodes of pa?@nxal sence. Further the i

reactions._ toothe presence of the stranger were more serious in the mother situation

than tather situation. Specifically, the more serious proximity-avoidance "
. . . N .
behaviors‘with respect to the stranger occurred in the gotHer situations (for the

*

_parent-child-stranger £plsode and the two straneer-child-epiﬁodes) Just as\\

in the time sampling data these strpnper protest behaviors (proximity-avoidance

and parental search) appeared to occar more then expected with female strangers .
* ES

than to male strangers,
X ) . .
There were, however, a number of interesting.crOss-sex effects {n all-
S P '
episodes involving both the parent and child. Male infants engaged in proximity-,

contact seeking,and contact maintaining behaviors significantly more than expected -
. N . . . . i * ) v N -
ERIC - . 00010 :
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in the mother'situatioﬁ‘ whilé daughter sre gipnificantly more lixely to
" . h \
9 perform these ‘same bphaviors With their fa _ers.- Théfﬁ erose=gex effecty ‘J,'
occurred in all episodes involving parnnt and child and in the coﬂiﬂnt ot .~

- o

all. the parental btehaviors fn the continpency table. Thgw 15 internc*inp in

). - .
light of similar crosg-sex effects observed in the fiwh aamplinr dnfg for toy
»
manigp}gtion, some of” vhigh appear to have some imp.l{caticnn for gex typing.
-

. -

Finallg, there were a number of—‘hild sex’ difiﬁrengna vhich were hirhly

.
4 - » L

significant, but which were not alwaye congistent. In epinode {I (parent-qbildf
- [ » . . - . /‘ . R . ]
stranper) male infants were rmore likely to maintain contart with\§h81 urentt,
IA . .
while female infants were more likely to eeey proximity. With regpect to the
. ol

(3

[ - -

stranger the male infante sousht proximixx mare while females(avoided contact)

-

but, within'bhe prorimit; avoidance bphav rs, male infants exhibited stroneer

“er and child) it was the reversv--

formg of avoidance. In Episode IIT (stra

males were more likely to .avold-and resiet condact with the Stranrer while

feﬁalgs attempied to maintain_ contact. Thiz wae also true fn the stranper

reunign episoge{\ In the child alone episode the male infants exhibited etroneor
Fy
"' - '3

\”searph behaviors (poigg 1o door, ‘remaining there and banping on the donr), wherveac

i . . .
females merely visually oriented to the door or parent's chair. In the laht

,
»

parent reunion episode the dauphters ehowed much stronger contact maintenanae
, " -

—behaviors. . s
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It ‘18 amrent from thm mitiabt‘t A ngs that the pmnt-chih interactlons

e"

in penersl and uttuchment béhaviors inA rtipuhr age much wore cozplex than )

~-
‘suggented by otudying only mother-z ua !ntemction (vhich is complex in and of -

Y n

itself), The father is or can o a\very !nf‘luential ﬂgure in parent-chl 1d

nteraction and in the mother-father-cht 14, triad. omoualy longer tern ob-er-'

~ vations are neede& vith sequential and lyatem aml.yd'a. In addition considemtton
is needed, of ruuy dynamics variablea, auch a‘u degree ot' rather 1nvolvement in
‘the ﬁebimh procecs undy" day-to:day care of infant, and how these varlablea
rehte to direct parﬂii-chi‘.ld interaction and development “of. child, maternal,

We are currenfly examininp our qdeationnalre data in

-

‘and {rentql gttac?ment.
° rélation tq the tlm

A 4 - o .
- resurlt‘s. o “

r
-

,

) ,,  Coptingency Teble
~Categor1qs.of Behgviors: -Parent- Qr
The eategorlga of adult behavior vhich will-be obse

-~

¢
nmpllng and corttingency table data vj.th very iu;preating

> - .

R N

Stranger N .
d are ag tbnovs'
rs in which the persen _

., 1. Pexson does nothing: this {ricludes behav :
. (e, strynger-or parent) is mot involved in any lntenction vith .the

ch{ld. _He or she may be gitting tn the chair,

sifting oh the floay, ete..

atanding in the doorvay,
Be w be conyersinz vith another adult

|
/ « = ‘ .

parent or stranger,# directing comments
> {ptant.

P

'rhe person is efither

such as peek -a-boo,

'I'hls includes
ort a distressed-child, by holding him,

~ at this time.
P. PeVpon.talks to child: THe pa .
to the .k_,n?t. Re o she'nyny be across the room or next.
. [ I s
3. .Person activelaFegﬂgeu ip play vith the infant-
attempting 46 interest the child in a toy,-or is trying to get the
~ child to-play with him (this could inclyde asking the child to shov
. hima toy, or encouraging the child to play a game
or patty-cake).
b, Peroon approaches the childf! This includes approaches made by the
aduit to% the child in am effort to interest him a toy, as vell as In
' an effort to tomfort and child. -
.:.\ 5. Pemou comforts the child when ke or ahe fe distressed:
attempts by aduls to
N < 7L v/
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carryinp him around, puttinr his arm arcund the ebild arid drawing him .
closc, cte.. =~ - .

]

- . » .
v oavw

. 7. Person attempts to put Ahild down: This involves ‘bebavior which

o © . . will ogeur arter a ‘reunion episode, or situation in which a child

: L has been held and comfortéd. The parent will attempt to put the - _
‘ ) .infant down on the floor and withdraw from contact. :
,,'~3 ‘ B — - Contingency Table - - o .
N : Catepories of Behavior: ‘Child - -7
" —"Dne folloving behaviors il de numvered alons a contimum of 1-5 with 1

. representing the veakest manifestation of a quticular category of hehavior
and & repwesentinp the strongest maniTestation' of the behavior.

1. Proximity and contact aeekingﬁbchavior:
1. talking or~directéd vocalization. - e . .
. ' @._ a partial approdch to the parent or stranger. ' ) «
3. active gestures such as reaching or leaning toward the adulx. and
distressed cries, or offering toys. .
. . L. a .full approach to the adult in which actual physical contact 18
. achieved by the infant touching the person.
clinging to the adult and clambexring to get up. :

2. Contact~maintain1§g behaviorsy l.e., these behaviors whiuh occur .
when. {the adult attempt to put the infant down.,

. : 1. holding onto the adult when Leing Held, . .
‘ 2.° vocal protest at being put dbwn:
3. reaching up'to be picked bani .up..can be accompanied by voral protest.
L. olinging to the adult after ‘he or she has been put down.
5. resisting release while the adult is Initially trying to put.the
. attempt 45 initially made to put the child down. In this categpry, -
infant manifests a determination not to he put down.
. / . v
3. Proximity and interaction avoidingvbehaviors-~these pertain to a
situation which would usually elicit a greeting, approach or at least
a visual regard, such as in the reunion episodes, or episodes in which
.’ the adult is t:yiqg;to interact with.the child:

. -

1. initially child looks at aduli but quickly looks away.
2. initially ignoping the adult. when an atte#ipt ig made to engage his
: attention, or when the adult-enters the room.
»3.  pointedly avoiding looking at adult or avoiding touching toys
offered by adult-~this would appear to be a deliberate reftisal |
of the .child to orfent to the sdult despite sttempts to engage the
S child in Interaction. .
L. turning avay from the adult. « . . . !
. B ﬁoving away from the adult. '

.

Contant and interaction rvsisting;pehnviore-

Sy,
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Squirming to ‘get down after having been picked up.

-

»

3 NY gt

be picked up or comforted. /
pushing. or throwing away ‘the toys through which thq*adult at%emgxs

to initiate interaction.
pushing avay adult who atiempts to make contact.
hitting, kicking, and/or screaming at adult who
\\ ‘ contact,. -

»
WV E W
-

|

|

4

|

|

|

. . . |
after initial contsct is made with the adult, the child refuses to, |
|

\

\

|

|

\

\

-

» 5, Search behaviokn]y 4n episodes 4,6, and 'r): :
X 1. remaining oriented to the door or glancing af it. ‘ ?
¢ 2. poing to thg&'parent‘s empty chair or simwply/looking at it. ‘
3. going all around the room, look for, the parent or visually }ooking
about the room.for the parent. . .
‘ k. following the adult to the door and remairling at the door.
%. trylog to open the door or banging on its .

‘ ) ' Description of Episodes
Moww L. Instructions to Parent: thé stranfen situation

. A 3 s vv
-, g .

Parent is shown ﬁh!r room, the arrangement of /zb toys, etc‘.}}xperimenter leaves,

and parent places child on f‘lnor next to kﬂe y8.

EPISODES ? . \ X
; o

1...Parent antl Child (5 minutes),uafter placing the child on the floor :tacing
the toys, the parem; responds to child qui tly or reassures child if this is
required; but does not try to get child’s ttention. We are Jnterested in geeing
the kind of interest child has in a new si'tuation. If the child spontaneously -
begins to play with the toys or explores the room, we let the child continue
to do mo without interruption.for five minutes. If, at the end of two minutes,
the child has not begun to play with the toys, a kmock will sqund on the wall,
signalling the parent to take the child over ‘to the toys and to try to arouse
interest in them. Then, aftefa moment, the parent will go back to the chair
and we will note vhat the child does for the rest of the episode.

.. 2...Stranger, Parent, Child (3 minutes)... nger. em:ers and 1ntrodu/es ,
himself: (herself) brierly fo the parent and 't goes to the second chair, across
from the parent, and sits quiestly for one minute. Then the Stranger engages: the

~> parent in conversation for one minute, and finally invites the child'a attentfon
for one minute., Parent sits quietly in the chair throughout this, t;lking only
vhen the stranger talks with the parent. We wish fo observe what the child's .
responses are to progressive attention from a stranger, with the parent preaan’c ~
but not ‘active. . . . \ o
3...Stranger, Child (3 minutes)...The atrangezt coptinucs to play with the child *
.a8 the parent leaves the room as unobtrusively as possidble. We note the child's
interest in.a strange room with only & stranger p‘reecnt. Parent clgses the door’ a7
" and goes to the observation room to watch the child through the one-way glass . .
or on the TV monitor. If the child becomes &iatrbased, the parent may stop tl}e .
- epiaode before thc three minutes 1s.up.

'
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. leave the room. The parent picks a moment when the child seems cheerfully

uith the toys in the absence of the parc\\ .

-
.

h...Parent Child...An observer will tell the parent when to begin this
episode...Parent opens the door, and starls in the ddorway...After come ,
hesitation (so ‘that we can see what the child does) the parent greets the
child and makes the child comfortable for the nex't episode by, settli1g the
childvon the floor playing with the toys. . R

5...Child alone (3 minutes)...When the observer jidges that-the child is ‘
settled enmough tq be ready for the next episode, the jparent will be signaled ?9
dccupied with the toys, gets up, and goes to the door. At the door parent pause
and’ says, "bye-bye" to the child, and leaves ‘the roo , closing the door behind
him (hers We want to seg how the child reacts to t parent's departure and
vhat the child will do all by himself in a strange ro! om.- If the child becomes
distresged, the’ parent may stop the episode. .

6..:Stranger child (3 minutes)...The ‘stranger re- enters the room and the
child's response to the stranger is noted...If the child is dist{essed in the
absence of the parent, the stranger attempts to comfort the child, and the
child's 'reaction is noted. Stranger attempts to get hild back to playing

:

7...Parent Chila (2 minutes)...Parent re-enters the room, pausing to alloy
the child to rpspond. Once chfld has made some form of response to the parent
the stranger leaves the room. The parent interacts with the child either by
talking or playing with the child. Parent attempts to get child back to playing
wvith the toys. : .

» .
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